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Introduction 

Methodology 

Founded in 2002 the Ohio Child Welfare University Part-

nership Program is a partnership between the Ohio De-

partment of Job and Family Services, the Public Children 

Services Association, and the Ohio Child Welfare Training 

Program.  The program’s intent is to develop a pool of 

social work graduates, who are well-qualified to work in 

child welfare.  This annual evaluation includes findings 

from a three-component process evaluation: 

1. An examination of the trajectory of a UPP student; 

2. An examination of the implementation fidelity of the 

Caseworker Core Revisions for the Child Welfare 1 

Course; and 

3. An examination of program quality from the student’s 

perspective. 

Data was extracted from the UPP database in January of 2017. Each of the eight Campus Coordinators enter 

the following data into this web-based tool:  

 Application information for each applicant 

 Field placement start date, agency, and field placement supervisor for each student  

 Date of graduation, degree awarded, and required employment start date for each student  

 Start date, employing agency, employment supervisor, for each UPP graduate  

 Program completion status or termination information for each UPP student  

UPP Database 

Document Review 

Syllabi from each participating university’s Child Wel-

fare 1 course was collected and reviewed.  Syllabi 

were examined for consistency in each of the follow-

ing areas: 

 Content topics 

 Order of content delivery 

 Assigned readings 

 Course assignments 

During the spring semester of 2016 the OCWUPP coordinator conducted focus groups at each of the eight 

universities with students who were in the program. The purpose of the focus groups was to gather infor-

mation about all facets of the UPP and to identify areas for CWUPP improvement. The facilitator asked open-

ended questions on these topics:  

 Program recruitment strategies 

 The process in place for admittance to the program  

 The students’ reasons for enrolling in CWUPP  

 Child welfare course work and integration with field placement  

 The field placement experience  

 The role of the campus coordinator 

 Career plans  

Focus Groups 
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835  

Total  

Students  

Admitted 

90% 

(n=750) 

Students 

79% 

(n=660) 

Students  

Graduated 

70 

Students 

Graduated 

51% 

(n=338)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

71% 

(n=466)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 

Since 2002 
80  

Students  

entered the 

Program 

83% 

(n=65) 

Students 

Placed* 

85% 

(n=55) 

Students 

Graduated** 

75% 

(n=41) 

Graduates 

Gained  

University  

Partnership 

Program 

Students 

placed in 

22 

counties: 

 

Graduates  

hired in  

17 

counties: 

 Ashland  

 Athens  

 Cuyahoga  

 Fairfield  

 Franklin  

 Fulton  

 Geauga 

 Greene  

 Guernsey  

 Hamilton  

 Lucas  

 Mahoning  

 Montgomery 

 Richland  

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2002 

Deferral to pursue additional education 28 

Program termination 237 

Seeking employment 1 

Commitment completion in progress 63 

Students 

87 
Students enrolled 

in UPP in  

2016-2017 

 Athens 

 Belmont 

 Cuyahoga 

 Fairfield 

 Franklin 

 Fulton 

 Gallia 

 Geauga 

 Greene 

 Guernsey 

 Hamilton 

 Lucas 

 Mahoning 

 Montgomery 

 Muskingum 

 Perry 

 Preble 

 Shelby 

*Only Seniors and MSW students are eligible for placement. Students in the junior program are not placed until their 

senior year.  

https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Ashland%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Athens%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Cuyahoga%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Fairfield%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Franklin%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Fulton%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Geauga%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Greene%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Guernsey%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Hamilton%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Lucas%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Mahoning%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Montgomery%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexn5jpm2?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2713%27.EX.%27Richland%27%7dAND(%7b%2712%27.OAF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Athens%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Belmont%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Cuyahoga%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Fairfield%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Franklin%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Fulton%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Gallia%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Geauga%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Greene%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Guernsey%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Hamilton%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Lucas%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Mahoning%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Montgomery%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Muskingum%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Perry%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Preble%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
https://ohioupp.quickbase.com/db/bexkptmf3?a=q&qt=tab&query=%7b%2714%27.EX.%27Shelby%27%7dAND(%7b%2740%27.OAF.%2708-01-2015%27%7dAND%7b%2740%27.BF.%2704-01-2016%27%7d)&isDDR=1
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University  

Partnership Program 

UPP Student Internships at Ohio PCSA’s since 2002 
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University  

Partnership Program 

UPP Graduates Hired by Ohio PCSA’s since 2002 
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82  

Total  

Students 

85% 

(n=70) 

Students 

85% 

(n=70) 

Students  

Graduated 

70 

Students 

Graduated 

26% 

(n=8)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

44% 

(n=31)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 
Students  

Since 2009 13  

Students  

entered the 

Program 

85% 

(n=11) 

Students 

Placed* 

46% 

(n=6) 

Students 

Graduated** 

100% 

(n=6) 

Graduates Gained  

Employment 

Cleveland 

State  

University 

Students 

placed in 3 

counties: 

Cuyahoga (n=9) 

Geauga (n=1) 

Medina (n=1) 

Graduates  

hired in 3  

counties: 

Cuyahoga (n=4) 

Geauga (n=1) 

Summit (n=1) 

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2009 

Deferral to pursue additional education 9 

Program termination 32 

Seeking employment 1 

Commitment completion in progress 8 

Students 
enrolled 
in 2016-

2017  
cohort: 

*Only Seniors and MSW students are eligible for placement. Students in the junior program are not placed until their senior year.  

**Only seniors and MSW students were  included in this  calculation , as they are the only students who would be able to graduate. 

No data available 

on reasons students 

terminated from 

the program 
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116  

Total  

Students 

99% 

(n=115) 

Students 

84% 

(n=97) 

Students  

Graduated 

70 

Students 

Graduated 

54% 

(n=52)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

67% 

(n=65)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 
Students 

Since 2003 10 

Students  

entered the 

Program 

90% 

(n=9) 

Students 

Placed* 

100% 

(n=9) 

Students 

Graduated** 

78% 

(n=7) 

Graduates Gained  

Employment 

Ohio  

University 

Students 

placed in 6 

counties: 

 Athens (n=2) 

 Belmont (n=2) 

 Fairfield (n=1) 

 Gallia (n=1) 

 Guernsey (n=2) 

 Tuscarawas (n=1) 

Graduates  

hired in 5 

counties: 

 Athens (n=2) 

 Cuyahoga (n=1) 

 Fairfield (n=2) 

 Franklin (n=1) 

 Guernsey (n=1) 

Deferral to pursue addi-

tional education 
2 

Program  

termination 
45 

Seeking employment 0 

Commitment completion 

in progress 
7 

Students 
enrolled 
in 2016-

2017  
cohort: 

1 Student in 2-year program 9 Students in1-year program 

Degree 

Type: 

 8 BSW 

 1 MSW 

*Only Seniors and MSW students are eligible for placement. Students in the junior program are not placed until their senior year.  

**Only seniors and MSW students were  included in this  calculation , as they are the only students who would be able to graduate. 

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2003 

Reasons for Program Termination 

 11 Students decided not to pursue a career  

         in child welfare 

 2 Students terminated due to family circum-

stances 

 2 Students relocated out of state 

 1 Student could not find employment 

 4 Students returned to graduate school 

 25 Unknown 
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*Only Seniors and MSW students are eligible for placement. Students in the junior program are not placed until their senior year.  

**Only seniors and MSW students were included in this calculation, as they are the only students who would be able to graduate. 

184 

Total  

Students 

96% 

(n=176) 

Students 

87% 

(n=160) 

Students  

Graduated 

70 

Students 

Graduated 

56% 

(n=90)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

73% 

(n=117)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 

Since 2002 
14 

Students  

entered the 

Program 

100% 

(n=14) 

Students 

Placed* 

100% 

(n=14) 

Students 

Graduated** 

50% 

(n=7) 

Graduates Gained  

Employment 

The  

Ohio State  

University 

Students 

placed in 4 

counties: 

 Fairfield (n=1) 

 Franklin (n=11) 

 Perry (n=1) 

 Shelby (n=1) 

Graduates  

hired in 2 

counties: 

 Fairfield (n=1) 

 Franklin (n=6) 

 

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2002 

Deferral to pursue addi-

tional education 
4 

Program  

termination 
49 

Seeking employment 0 

Commitment comple-

tion in progress 
7 

Students 

 8 Students decided not to pursue a career in 

child welfare 

 4 Students terminated by agency 

 1 Student relocated out of state 

 3 Students returned to graduate school 

 33 Unknown 

12 Students in 1-year BSW program 

Degree 

Type: 

 12 BSSW 

 2 MSW 

2 Students in 1-year MSW program 

Students 
enrolled 
in 2016-

2017  
cohort: 

Reasons for Program Termination 
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69 

Total  

Students  

86% 

(n=59) 

Students 

77% 

(n=53) 

Students  

Graduated 

70 

Students 

Graduated 

55% 

(n=29)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

79% 

(n=42)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 

Since 2007 

11 

Students  

entered the 

Program 

100% 
(n=11) 

Students 

Placed* 

100%
(n=11) 

Students 

Graduated** 

64% 

(n=7) 

Graduates Gained  
Employment 

University 

of Akron 

Students 

placed in 3 

counties: 

 Stark (n=3) 

 Summit (n=5) 

 Wayne (n=3) 

 

Graduates  

hired in 5 

counties: 

 Ashland (n=1) 

 Richland (n=1) 

 Stark (n=2) 

 Summit (n=2) 

 Wayne (n=1) 

Program  

termination 
23 

Seeking employment 0 

Commitment comple-

tion in progress 
8 

Students 

 3 Students decided not to pursue a 

career in child welfare 

 1 Student relocated out of state 

 1 Student  was unable to find employ-

ment 

 18 Unknown 

9 Students in 1-year BSW program 

Degree 

Type: 

 9 BSW 

 2 MSW 

2 Students in 1-year MSW program 

Students 
enrolled 
in 2016-

2017  
cohort: 

*Only Seniors and MSW students are eligible for placement. Students in the junior program are not placed until their senior year.  

**Only seniors and MSW students were  included in this  calculation, as they are the only students who would be able to graduate. 

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2007 

Reasons for Program Termination 
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115 

Total  

Students 

73% 

(n=84) 

Students 

77% 

(n=64) 

Students  

Graduated 

70 

Students 

Graduated 

63% 

(n=40)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

63% 

(n=40)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 

Since 2004 
8 

Students  

entered the 

Program 

100% 

(n=8) 

Students 

Placed* 

91% 

(n=8) 

Students 

Graduated** 

70% 

(n=7) 

Graduates Gained  

Employment 

University  

of  

Cincinnati 

Students 

placed in 3 

counties: 

 Hamilton (n=5) 

 Preble (n=1) 

 Warren (n=2) 

 

Graduates  

hired in 2 

counties: 

 Hamilton (n=5) 

 Warren (n=2) 

Deferral to pursue additional edu-

cation 
4 

Program termination 27 

Seeking employment 0 

Commitment completion in pro-

gress 
9 

Students 

 4 Students decided not to pursue a ca-

reer in child welfare 

 1 Student was terminated by agency 

 7 Students were unable to find employ-

ment 

 15 Unknown 

6 Students in 1-year BSW program 

Degree 

Type: 

 8 BSW 

 2 MSW 

2 Students in 1-year MSW program 

Reasons for Program Termination 

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2004 

Students 
enrolled 
in 2016-

2017  
cohort: 

*Only Seniors and MSW students are eligible for placement. Students in the junior program are not placed until their senior year.  

**Only seniors and MSW students were  included in this  calculation,, as they are the only students who would be able to graduate. 
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95 

Total  

Students 

89% 

(n=85) 

Students 

81% 

(n=77) 

Students  

Graduated 

70 

Students 

Graduated 

49% 

(n=38)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

71% 

(n=55)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 

Since 2003 

12 

Students  

entered the 

Program 

33% 

(n=4) 

Students 

Placed* 

33% 

(n=4) 

Students 

Graduated** 

100% 

(n=4) 

Graduates Gained  

Employment 

Students 

placed in 2 

counties: 

 Fulton (n=1) 

 Lucas (n=3) 

 

Graduates  

hired in 2 

counties: 

 Fulton (n=1) 

 Lucas (n=3) 

Deferral to pursue addi-

tional education 
1 

Program termination 40 

Seeking employment 0 

Commitment completion 

in progress 
4 

 2 students decided not to pursue a career in  

        child welfare 

 1 Student relocated out of state 

 4 Students  were unable to find employment 

 1 Student was terminated by agency 

 1 Student terminated due to family circumstances 

 4 Students pursued further education 

 27 Unknown 

12 Students in 2-year BSW program 

Degree 

Type: 
 4 BSW 

University  

of Toledo 

Students 

Students 
enrolled 
in 2016-

2017  
cohort: 

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2003 

Reasons for Program Termination 

*Only Seniors and MSW students are eligible for placement. Students in the junior program are not placed until their senior year.  

**Only seniors and MSW students were  included in this  calculation, as they are the only students who would be able to graduate. 
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115 

Total  

Students 

97% 

(n=112) 

Students 

81% 

(n=93) 

Students  

Graduated 

61% 

(n=57)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

86% 

(n=80)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 

Since 2003 

11 

Students  

entered the 

Program 

64% 

(n=7) 

Students 

Placed* 

22% 

(n=2) 

Students 

Graduated** 

100% 

(n=2) 

Graduates Gained  

Employment 

Students 

placed in 3 

counties: 

 Clark (n=1) 

 Green (n=2) 

 Montgomery 

(n=4) 

 

Graduates  

hired in 1 

County: 

 Greene (n=2) 

 

Deferral to pursue additional 

education 
6 

Program termination 16 

Seeking employment 0 

Commitment completion in pro-

gress 
12 

 3 Students decided not to pursue a ca-

reer in child welfare 

 3 Students were terminated by agency 

 1 Student pursued further education 

7 Students in 1-year BSW program 

Degree 

Type: 
 2 BSW 

Wright  

State  

University 

Students 

4 Students in 2-year BSW program 

Students 
enrolled 
in 2016-

2017  
cohort: 

*Only Seniors and MSW students are eligible for placement. Students in the junior program are not placed until their senior year.  

**Only seniors and MSW students were  included in this  calculation, as they are the only students who would be able to graduate. 

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2003 

***Totals may not equal program termination due to incomplete/missing data. 

Reasons for Program Termination*** 
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59 

Total  

Students 

83% 

(n=49) 

Students 

78% 

(n=46) 

Students  

Graduated 

52% 

(n=24)  

Graduates Com-

pleted Program 

Commitment 

78% 

(n=36)  

Graduates 

Hired 

2015-2016 Cohort 

Since 2009 
1 

Student 

entered the 

Program 

100% 

(n=1) 

Student 

Placed 

100% 

(n=1) 

Student 

Graduated 

100% 

(n=1) 

Graduate Gained  

Employment 

Student 

placed in 1 

county: 

 Mahoning 

 

Graduate  

hired in 1 

County: 

 Mahoning 

 

Deferral to pursue additional 

education 
1 

Program Termination 14 

Seeking Employment 0 

Commitment Completion in 

Progress 
4 

 4 Students decided not to pursue a 

career in child welfare 

 2 Students were unable to find em-

ployment 

 1 Student moved out of state 

Degree 

Type: 
 BSW 

Youngstown  

State  

University 

Students 

Students 
enrolled 
in 2016-

2017  
cohort: 

Status of those who did not complete the program since 2009 

*Totals may not equal program termination due to incomplete/missing data. 

Reasons for Program Termination* 
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Child Welfare 1 Course Analysis 

In 2014 the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program began revising Caseworker Core to include CAPMIS, Differ-

ential Response, and additional information on engagement. In August of 2016, the University Partnership co-

ordinators and instructors attended a four-day training on the new revisions. A sample syllabus was dissemi-

nated, and action plans for implementation of the new material were developed by Campus Coordinators. 

Due to the brief time between the training and the start of autumn semester, the instructors agreed to imple-

ment the course materials at different levels. The syllabi for each University’s program were reviewed to assess 

the progress of implementation of the revisions. Each university has made some progress toward implement-

ing the revisions. It is expected that further implementation will occur in autumn semester of 2017. The table 

below displays the findings of that review. Most notably: 

 Five universities have not yet implemented full content on safety planning. 

 Three universities used the CAPMIS reading materials as required reading.  Two universities didn’t include 

them as part of the course. 

U
n

iv
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r
s
ity

 

A
s
s
ig

n
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e
n

t  

C
o
n

s
is

te
n

c
y
 

L
e
c
tu

r
e
  

C
o
n

s
is

te
n

c
y
 

R
e
a
d
in

g
  

C
o
n

s
is

te
n

c
y
 

YSU 
Used none of the recommended assign-

ments for the revised core implementation 
57% 

75% used many supplemental read-

ings. 

UT 
Used none of the recommended assign-

ments for the revised core implementation 
36% 

Only required excerpts from Field 

Guide. 

WSU 
Used none of the recommended assign-

ments for revised core implementation 
43% 

Only used Field Guide sections. No 

additional reading requirements 

identified in the syllabus. 

OSU 
Used recommended family assessment 

quizzes 
57% 

Used mostly Field Guide readings. 

None of the additional recommend-

ed readings used. 

OU 
Used  all recommended assignments and 

quizzes 
100% 100% consistent. 

CSU Used one recommended assignment 43% 
Only used Field Guide readings and 

Human Trafficking online course. 

UC 
Used none of the recommended assign-

ments/quizzes 
57% 

100% consistent (used bibliography, 

unsure if readings are required). 

UA 
Used one of the recommended assign-

ments 
79% 

Used many of the recommended 

readings, but not all. 
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UPP Student Focus Groups: Recruitment/Selection 

All 60 (100%) of UPP students participated in a screening process and a standardized application processes. 

 

Findings 

 Consistent with prior years the great majority of UPP students find out about the program through the University Campus Coor-

dinator’s recruitment activities. A recent survey of recruitment activities identified 30 different marketing strategies targeting 

prospective UPP students.  One student said; “Our campus coordinator puts a lot of time into recruiting for UPP.” 

 Increasingly, prior UPP graduates are recruiting new students to the program. “I had three friends who were UPP students, and 

they talked to me about UPP. I was glad they did.” 

 

Analysis 

 Based on the information received, the UPP Coordinators use a wide array of recruitment activities to recruit UPP students. Re-

cruitment is critical to ensuring each university recruits the maximum allowable number of students. 

 Some universities utilize several institutionalized recruitment techniques into their social work programs. These universities con-

sistently recruit the maximum number of students. 

Recruitment/Referral 

Students How they learned about UPP 

13.3% (n=8) Professor 

56.6% (n=34) Campus Coordinator, Director of University Social Work Program, or Presentation 

30% (n=18) Other UPP students 

Application/Screening/Interview Process 

Findings 

 All focus group participants recalled completing a written application which included basic information about the student, case 

scenario, an essay and references. 

 All students recalled an interview/screening process. 

 One student said. “I thought the process was thorough and efficient, didn’t waste any time.” 

 73% of the students felt the interview process was formal. “We knew it was competitive, so we wanted to do our best and took it 

seriously.” ; “I thought the interview process was formal and done as if to help prepare us for a job interview.” 

 Focus group respondents reported variation from university to university as to how the interview process is conducted, the 

timeframes, and how quickly students are informed of their acceptance and the location of their field placement. 

 

Analysis 

 The focus group responses indicate that a standard application process is used but that there are significant variations in other 

aspects of the acceptance process.   

 The components of the most successful application/screening/interview process as defined by the students include: 

 Use of standardized application 

 Screening and interviewing for both the program and the counties are completed one semester prior to the placement. 

Focus groups are conducted annually with UPP students at all eight UPP universities.  These focus groups are intended to gain action-

able feedback about students’ experiences in the program.  In the spring of 2016, 60 UPP students participated in eight focus groups. 

Only 11 UPP students did not participate in the focus groups (One MSW student and 10 juniors). The information presented below 

represents key themes.  
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UPP Student Focus Groups: Recruitment/Selection 

Findings 

 The largest number of UPP students was drawn to the program this year because of the opportunity for employment in the public 

sector.  “I was attracted to UPP because of the education you would get, experience with different populations such as mental health, 

drug and alcohol, child abuse and neglect and the aspect of getting a job right out of school.” 

 The second most frequently identified factor that attracted students to the UPP was the incentive funds and their  interest in child 

welfare. “I was already interested in working with child welfare, and when I heard this program provided training and an incentive, it 

was a perfect fit.” 

 Other reasons included:  

 “I wanted a fast-paced internship where I could work with families and kids.” 

 “I had been told the UPP experience provided the opportunity for more hands-on and that the experience would be great. They 

were right.” 

 “It seems like a good way to find out whether or not I wanted to do this work.” 

Analysis 

 There was a wide range of reasons cited for applying to UPP. Recruitment strategies and direct written and verbal communication 

with prospective UPP students should focus on these reasons.  

Reason for enrolling in UPP  

Students Reason for Enrolling* 

31.2% (n=29) Incentive funds 

36.6% (n=34) Opportunity for employment in the public sector 

26.99% (n=25) Existing interest in child welfare 

5.4% (n=5) Recruited/attracted to child welfare 

*Participants may cite more than one reason 

General Opinion of the Child  Welfare Courses 

Findings 

Class 

 Students at seven of the eight universities viewed the Child Welfare I and Child Welfare II classes very positively. One university 

encountered some technical difficulties in delivering the content of the classes.  This will be addressed in the upcoming school 

year. 

“This class is way better than any other Social Work class; we learned more and had a lot of discussion.” 

“I thought the classes were challenging, makes you think and is relevant to what we will do in the field.” 

 When asked at one university about their general opinion of the classes, students said; “Loved it!”, “Only reason I came to cam-

pus on Wednesday.” “Challenging, but we loved it.” 

Instructors 

 Overall the students felt the course instructors were noteworthy: 

“Instructor is amazing.” “Awesome!” “You want to go to class because she is so good.” 

“My instructor did everything hands-on; the class explained everything so it was easy to do it in the field.” 

“My instructor‘s knowledge base is tremendous; she adds depth to the class, and the fact she works in the field makes it 

even better.” 

“Having two different instructors, both with experience in the field, made this class perfect.” 

Text 

 The eight universities used the “Field Guide to Child Welfare” text to varying degrees. Some universities used the text in its en-

tirety, others used it for assigned reading, and some primarily used Power Points from the text and outside reading. 

 Positive comments regarding the text included: 

“Text was a good resource, helped me understand the role of the case worker and taught me about what I would be doing 

on the job.” 

“Text was very detailed, easy to read and understand.” 

“I used the text as a reference for my other classes.” 

 One person said, “I thought the text was outdated, but I heard they were updating it.” 

 Several students reported seeing the text in the Public Children Services Agencies 



 

Developed by the Institute for Human Services for the Ohio Child Welfare Training Program 18 

UPP Student Focus Groups: Recruitment/Selection 

Analysis 

Overall, the comments regarding the classes, text and instructors were positive 

 Students frequently reported the instructor’s life experience in the field made the class so much more relevant and applicable, “The 

classes were so interesting and I enjoyed the instructors who also worked in the field, that’s a good thing.” 

 A summary of the focus group feedback in this  area indicate the success of these classes are impacted by: 

1. Instructor’s life experience in the field of child welfare 

2. Instructors ability to make the content clear and transferable to the student and then to the field 

3. Personal interest of the instructor in the students and their success 

4. Students’ opportunity to use the knowledge and skill gained in class in the field 

5. Classes taken in order (CW I followed by CW 2) with concurrent field placements 

6. Instructor’s passion and compassion for this type of work 

“My instructor was really flexible and really thorough; she cares about what she teaches, and she cares about us.” 

“Experience I had in the field goes along with the text.” 

“These classes gave us the chance to talk about what we were doing in the field. They were more experience-based than any of  

my other classes.” 

Specific Classroom Lessons that Directly Relate to Field Placement Work 

Findings 

 Focus group participants identified 26 different classroom topics that directly relate to field work. The most fre-

quently mentioned were: 
 Techniques for identifying child abuse and neglect 

 Assessment skills (e.g. safety, family) including use of CAPMIS tools and case planning 

 Stages of normal child development and the impact of abuse & neglect 

 Family engagement strategies 

 Other topics of interest included: cultural diversity; child welfare laws, including ICWA; disproportionality; and self 

care. 

 
Analysis 

 This year’s classroom lessons are very similar (almost identical) to the last several years, indicating the instructors are consistent 

in their delivery of the course content. 

Ways to Improve Integration of Courses with Field Placement Experience 

Findings 

 

 The most frequent suggestion for improving integration of course and field were related to SACWIS and how casework pro-

cesses of safety and risk assessment and case planning are documented in SACWIS. 

  Students also strongly recommended that the classes (CW I &CWII) be taken in order and concurrently with field placement. 

 Finally more information on drug and alcohol use/abuse and addiction should be provided; “So many of our clients are impact-

ed by drugs and/or alcohol, and we really did not get enough information to prepare us to deal with this.” 

 

Analysis 

 

 The students most frequently requested improvements to practicing safety planning, assessment, and case planning in SACWIS. 

This will be addressed in the upcoming school years as all UPP students will now have the opportunity to attend SACWIS learn-

ing labs as part of their UPP education. The opportunity for the students to learn how to do these necessary activities and then 

be able to put them into SACWIS will be invaluable to counties as they hire UPP students as caseworkers and supervisors.  

 Most of the universities try to have the UPP students take the classes in order and concurrently with field placement. Not doing 

so should be the exception, and perhaps some standardization would be beneficial in this area . 

 The universities noted that the need for increased class work is a challenge because students already have a very full state of 

required classes. 
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UPP Student Focus Groups: Coursework 

Completion of the Learning Contract 

Findings 

 All university Schools of Social Work require a standardized “learning contract”  to be completed by all student interns, regardless of 

their field placement arrangements. 

 All students reported completing the learning contract. The majority completed it with help from their field supervisor and/or campus 

coordinator. Only in a few cases did students complete it on their own or with another student. One student reported completing 

hers with her class instructor. 

 90% of the students reported using the “UPP Field Practicum Manual” or the “Key Field Experience Activities for Interns: A Guideline” 

to help complete the learning contract. 

 Students’ opinions on the Learning contracts varied: 

 “I understand why we have to do the contract, but it was excessive and redundant.” 

 “Parts of it were not related to things we could do in our internship.” 

 “I liked the learning contract, although some of it was redundant.” 

 Several students reported using the learning contract during routine supervision with their field supervisor. 

 

Analysis 

 While students understood the need for the learning contract, it appears some adaptation might be beneficial to make it more useful.  

 Most of the universities offer some training to field supervisors on the learning contract, either via group instruction or individually. A 

more individualized approach to this training could also address some of the concerns with the learning contract as the newer field 

supervisors tend to have the most challenges. 

 Use of the learning contract during supervision indicates a transfer of learning opportunity from classroom to field. 

Intern selection process and assignment to Field Instructor/Supervisor 

Findings 

 Six out of the eight universities had students identify their top three choices for placements; 95% of those students received 

their first choice, and 5% received their third choice. 

 Students at seven of the eight universities reported the interview process for an intern position to be formal or very formal: 

 “I was interviewed by five workers who asked questions about me, reviewed my resume and checked my references.” 

 “We were told to come to the interview prepared to do a job interview.” 

 “I had a very in-depth interview. I interviewed for three hours; they went over my resume piece by piece.” 

 37.5% of students were placed in assessment units, 37.5% were placed in protective/ongoing units, and 25% were placed in 

specialized units such as foster, adoption, kinship, Alternative Response, Sexual Abuse or quality assurance.  

 Students at one university were placed in a different unit every three days of the first semester, and then chose one of those 

units for their second semester placement. One student reported being assigned to a task supervisor who was a caseworker 

with an LSW; the rest were supervised by the unit or a supervisor in the training unit. 

 

Analysis 

 Judging from the number of formal and in-depth interviews conducted by the county agencies it is evident they are taking this 

process very seriously and already have a significant investment in hosting UPP students. 

 It is impressive that 95% of the students were placed with their first choice. This speaks highly of the relationship the UPP coor-

dinators have established with the county agencies. 

 Even though the students reported the field interview process as somewhat stressful, most of the students felt, “The interviews 

were good practice for a job interview.”  
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UPP Student Focus Groups: Field Experience 

Role of Field Instructor/Supervisor in Organizing and Linking Course to Field Work 

Findings 

 The great majority of the UPP students report a good working relationship with their field supervisor: 

 “I had a very good relationship with my supervisor; she is a strong advocate for bringing students into the workforce.” 

 Students report a varying degree of organization among their field supervisors. Many reported very organized field placements: 

 “My supervisor was extremely organized. I had my own desk, agency handbook, and everything I needed to get started. She was 

always ready for the students.” 

 “My supervisor was extremely organized; she had a binder (just like she used for the caseworkers) and kept everything in it; super-

vision notes, my cases, hours, etc. I always felt welcomed by everyone and was treated professionally.” 

 When asked how field supervisors organized their internship the students replied; “Excellent.” “Nice job.” “Superbly.” 

 Other students reported their field supervisors were not well organized or prepared: 

 “My supervisor was lacking. I had to seek her out for supervision and things to do.” 

 “Often my supervisor forgot I was coming or had nothing prepared for me and I was sitting and doing nothing.” 

 “I felt like my supervisor didn’t know what I could and couldn’t do, so I just sat until I could find things to do.”  

 The majority of students reported routine supervision with their field supervisors: 

 “My field supervisor was really helpful and gave me a lot of feedback during our weekly supervision session. It was great.” 

 “I kept a journal of what I did during the week and brought it to supervision, and we reviewed it each week.” 

 “I took an agenda of what I wanted to talk about to supervision each week.” 

 Others reported: “Supervision was catch as catch can.” 

 Several students mentioned being able to work with UPP graduates during their placement as a very positive experience. 

 “One of the caseworkers I shadowed was a UPP graduate, so they went out of their way to help me.” 

 “I had a UPP graduate in my unit, so they were ready for me.” 

 The majority of students reported agency staff were very welcoming and expressed they were glad the students were there. “I 

always felt welcomed by everyone and was treated professionally.” 

 A small number of other students had a much different experience: 

 ” My supervisors were helpful, but the caseworkers did not act like they wanted us to shadow them.” 

 “Caseworkers should want to and be willing to work with the interns. Those who did were wonderful; when they did not, it re-

duced the value of the experience.” 

 When asked how well the field supervisor did in linking the field experience with the course, most answers were very positive: 

 “When we were doing the learning plan we sat down and linked it to the classwork.” 

 “My supervisor went out of her way to link my course work to the field; she would ask me what I was learning in class and how I 

would like to see that in the field.” 

 “My supervisor took my assignments from class and worked them into my time in the agency. If she could not do so, she found 

someone who could.” 

 “Field supervisor did a great job of linking field to classwork; he always asked what I still needed and what I learned in class.” 

 

Analysis 

 There appears to be several components of a successful field placement experience: 

1. Well organized and prepared field supervisors 

2. Highly educated agencies on the role, value and opportunity available for an intern 

3. Commitment to doing the work necessary to shape and mold the next generation of caseworkers 

4. Routine structured supervision 

5. Strong linkage of coursework to field experience 

6. Utilization of prior UPP graduates as mentor/support 

7. Agency staff (supervisors, managers and caseworkers) who are invested in and support the concept of interns as a positive way to 

build the workforce 

8. Supervisor’s and intern’s ability and opportunity to build a strong working relationship 

9. Passion for the work we do 

 Research and experience indicate many of these components are necessary to also build a strong competent workforce. 

 It is also apparent the students have a role to play in ensuring their placement is successful, as indicated by their comments about 

being prepared for supervision. 
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UPP Student Focus Groups: Field Experience 

Students’ Suggestions for Field Instructors/Supervisors 

Findings 

 

 Current themes this year focused around: 

 Better organized internships. “Help us find meaningful things to do from the beginning” was a re-occurring theme. 

 Use of SACWIS:  

 “Have learning objectives and SACWIS access ready for interns the first day.” 

  “SACWIS access was too limited. We need to learn SACWIS and casework at the same time.” 

 Understanding what the UPP student can and cannot do: 

 “Let workers know that interns can do more than just paperwork or case notes.”  

 “My mentor thought I had more training than I did and at times told or asked me to do something because she thought I 

knew how to do it but I did not.” 

 Less re-occurring themes were related to: 

 Ensuring the supervisor and caseworker wanted to work with interns. 

 Linking UPP graduates in the agency with UPP interns. “Make it a more formal arrangement so graduates who want to work 

with the interns could sign up and UPP students could go to them for input or suggestions.” 

 Placement of interns within the agency. “My office was in a quiet hallway, and I was forgotten.  Let other staff know interns are 

there and place them where they get more exposure.” 

 

Analysis 

 

 Focus group students’ recommendations are concrete and worthy of our attention. 

 The majority of issues related to SACWIS should be addressed once UPP students participate in SACWIS Labs starting in the Fall of 

2016. 

Students’ Suggestions to make Field Experience more Meaningful 

Findings 

 Many of the comments related to improving field experience were positive: 

 “I have no suggestions, I fell in love with the profession and caseworkers while at placement because of the opportunity the 

agency gave me.” 

 “I have no suggestions to improve my placement. It went really well.” 

 “Everything I encountered made it a positive experience.” 

 The only recommended changes were related to how the placement was structured: 

 “Should have stayed in one unit instead of moving us around the first semester.” 

 Some structural issues in setting up the placement were identified (clarity on who is to do this, when, and how students are noti-

fied). 

 

Analysis 

 It is difficult suggest improvements with such positive response; all we can say is thank you to the counties for making the field 

experience so positive, and keep up the great work! 

 One university’s students were placed in an agency that moved them from unit to unit during their first semester.  The agency 

listened to their feedback and changed that practice.   

 Students stated that field placement confirmed some students’ interest in the field, provided all of them an understanding of the 

nature of the work, and better prepared them for working in the field than class alone would have done. 
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UPP Student Focus Groups: Field Experience 

General Thoughts on Field Experience (Impression,  Reactions) 

Findings 

 

 When asked to describe the internship experience in a word or phase, students used approximately 29 different adjectives or phrases 

in response, with “eye-opening” being the most frequently used adjective. “Positive experience,” “Meaningful,” and “Amazing” fol-

lowed closely behind. 

 Additional phases included: 

 “I am a better person because I did this.” 

 “Foundation-building.” 

 “Helped me grow emotionally.” 

 “Validated the fact I want to do casework.” 

 “One of the best opportunities I have had in college.” 

 “Helped me figure out what I don’t want to do.” 

 When asked about the most valuable or dynamic learning experience in placement, the responses include involvement in over 26 dis-

tinct child welfare activities. 

 The most frequently mentioned activity involved removing children, including babies, from the hospital, sibling groups, human 

trafficking: 

 “Police present for one removal and they knocked down the door to get to the child.”  

 “Removal at the office when police had to be called. Dad threw a chair at us, and the police had to block the street so the 

workers and I could leave.” 

 The second most cited learning experience was related to seeing sexual abuse investigations, most of which were done at local 

children’s advocacy centers. 

 Several students also indicated their greatest learning experience was related to dirty houses: 

 “Seeing dirty homes; seeing the worst of the worst. It’s not like you think it will be.” 

 “Bed bugs and dirty homes. I am now a leading expert on bed bugs.” 

 The third most cited was drug use and addiction: 

 “Seeing so much drug use and domestic violence.” 

 “I was in a house with a meth lab last week.” 

 “Drug use was evident everywhere and there is so little we could do.” 

 Of interest was the students’ statements regarding how much time the workers had to spend doing casework: 

 “We went on a routine home visit and had to take a nine-year-old child to a psych unit. It took most of the day and way into the 

night. This helped me understand what caseworkers go through; a routine visit can turn into something different and take the 

whole day.” 

 “My last day of placement I helped with a removal of eight children. Seeing how much had to be done and how long it took, and 

then seeing everyone come together and be supportive to get this done was impressive.” 

 “I learned to never underestimate the value of networking and knowing who works in which agency and unit.” 

 “Everything was valuable. The fact that I was able to take theory and apply it and find out that everything I studied and wrote pa-

pers on was applicable in the field.” 

 

Analysis 
 

 Words and phrases such, as “life-altering”, “meaningful”, “valuable”, “eventful”, “difficult”, indicate the field experience had a significant 

impact on the students. Students felt the field placements prepared them for the demanding work of protecting children. 

 It is apparent from the experiences identified by the students that many had the opportunity to experience child welfare first hand. 

Such experience helps them decide whether or not child welfare fits for them and better prepares them to do child protection work 

after graduation. 

 PCSAs should be commended for allowing interns to truly experience child protection. This  enriches the program and allows interns 

to see how child welfare should be done prior to them having to do it themselves. 
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UPP Student Focus Groups: Campus Coordination 

How do campus coordinators assist students 
Findings 

 

 The great majority of students hold their campus coordinator in very high esteem: 

 “She was very supportive, talked us off the ledge before we knew we were on the ledge.” 

 “He was very involved in our placement and frequently stopped by our placement site to see how we were doing.” 

 “Our campus coordinator has our backs; she is always there for us and gets back to us when we need her.” 

 Students reported their campus coordinator help them integrate coursework with field placement by: 

 Meeting with the students in the field and addressing concerns 

 Using seminar to integrate assignment into field placement 

 Meeting with the students and field supervisors in the field 

 Being in the field once a semester, some were there much more often. 

 

Analysis 

 

 While a strong, positive relationship with a field supervisor makes for a more optimal learning experience, apparently the support, 

compassion, and passion the coordinators have for their UPP students and the field of child welfare is equally important. 

Findings 

 

 Four of the universities (OSU, WSU, YSU, UT) offer UPP-specific seminars conducted by the campus coordinator. 

 At the other four universities (CSU, UA, UC, OU), students attend an integrated seminar with other social work majors. 

 UT offers the opportunity for students to attend both a UPP-specific seminar and an integrated seminar. 

 Seminars vary from being very structured (agenda, planned activities and content) to being more open-ended. 

 Length of time and frequency of the seminars also vary from university to university. 

 Seminars facilitated by the campus coordinators are reported to be a very valuable experience: 

 “The campus coordinator does a great job with seminar; we have a structured format ,as well as enough time to talk about what 

we need to talk about.” 

 “Seminar is very valuable. It is phenomenal when everyone understands what you are talking about and gives you the support you 

need.” 

 “I like the fact it is only UPP students in it. We learned a lot from each other and could relate to what everyone said and did.” 

 Integrated seminars received mixed reviews: 

 “It is helpful to hear what other agencies do and how they work with the same families we do.” 

 “We learned about a lot of other agencies, and it gave us the opportunities to explain child welfare and help them understand 

what it really is.” 

 “Integrated seminar was too big; not everyone got to talk and a lot of time was wasted just setting up. It was a waste of time.” 

 “Integrated seminar was not valuable; I got more out of traveling with other students than I did out of seminar.” 

 “Seminar was not helpful; it was a waste of time.” 

 Virtually none of the students who attended UPP-specific seminars had any suggestions for improvements; students from one univer-

sity suggested changing the time. 

 Students from three universities that only conducted integrated seminars said they would prefer a UPP-specific seminar taught by one 

person. 

 Students from one university said they thought a UPP-specific seminar would be helpful but thought they could get a similar experi-

ence from class because the child welfare classes consisted of mostly UPP students. 

 

Analysis 

 

 Students who participated in the UPP-specific seminar reported perceived higher rates of transfer-of-learning as compared to students 

of the integrated seminar. They thought the seminars gave them the opportunity to practice and discuss what was covered in class 

and in the field. 

 The one common dominator of the UPP-specific seminars was the quality of instruction provided by the campus coordinators. The fact 

that they were very knowledgeable about the students’ field placements (because they assisted with constructing the learning con-

tracts and checked students’ progress) likely contributed to the quality of seminar instruction. After hearing the feedback from focus 

group, one university has decided to add a UPP-specific seminar to their program. 

 Regardless of whether universities offer UPP-specific or integrated seminars, students requested that the seminar fulfill the seminar 

requirement of the Social Work Board of Education.  

Benefits of Group Seminar with Campus Coordinator 
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UPP Student Focus Groups: Campus Coordination 

Suggestions for Campus Coordinators to Improve the UPP Experience 

Planning for a Child Welfare Career: Seeking Employment in a PCSA 

Findings 

 

 While most students reported the campus coordinator did everything possible to make the UPP experience better a few had some 

very concrete suggestions on how to make it even better: 

 “Work with the newer counties and explain how the UPP process works in greater detail to them.” 

 “Encourage more students to apply for UPP and don’t put as much emphasis on how hard it is to get into the program. I almost 

didn’t try because I thought it was impossible to get it.” 

 “Revamp the application process to be done at the end of the last semester of the junior year, so we know prior to the senior year 

if we got into UPP and where our placement will be.” 

 “Bring UPP graduates into our class to talk to the students.” This suggestion was mentioned several times.  

 
Analysis 

 

 It is apparent the UPP students hold the coordinators in the highest regard. One comment from a student really sums up the very pos-

itive influence the coordinators have on their UPP students: “I want to be her when I become a social worker.” 

 Other comments include: 

 “Our coordinator is our support; she does it all and is a wonderful person.” 

 “I have met with my campus coordinator every other week since my junior year. He frequently stops in to see how we are doing 

and always brings humor to our day. The pizza is also greatly appreciated.” 

 The UPP Coordinators have two very important roles - advocating for the students and recruiting placements at PCSAs - and both 

must be fulfilled successfully for the program to succeed. To be able to do this successfully depends upon the mutual respect between 

the PCSAs and the campus coordinators. Both the PCSAs and the campus coordinators are to be commended for the success of this 

program. 

Findings 

 

 83% of UPP students indicated they will seek employment in a PCSA (50 out of 60). 

 16% of UPP students delayed entry into the job market because they are planning to attend graduate school or for personal health is-

sues. 

  A very small percentage of students decided not to pursue child welfare as a career. 

 22% aspire to become supervisors (13 out of 60). 

 52% indicated an interest in attending graduate school (MSW) at some point in their career (31 out of 60). 

 The number of UPP students seeking employment in a PCSA is consistent with data from previous focus groups. 

 57% of the students indicated they would be willing to relocate to find employment in a PCSA (34 out of 60). 

 5% indicated they might consider relocation (3 out of 60). 

 Factors influencing moving included pay and opportunity for career advancement. 

 38% of the students said they would only be interested in local employment, which for many included surrounding counties (23 out of      

60). 
 

Analysis 

 

 These findings are consistent with the purpose of UPP, which is to prepare students for careers in child welfare. 

 If child welfare is not a good fit for a student, his/her decision not to enter the field should also be considered a success for the program.  

Even though students might not choose to go into child welfare, their participation in UPP has provided them with unprecedented expo-

sure to the field which will benefit them (and child welfare) no matter what field of social work they pursue. 

 It is a positive indication that almost 60% of the students are willing to relocate to obtain employment. This is especially true for the 

more traditional students.  

 Since a significant number of UPP students reported that they were not willing to relocate for employment, efforts should be made to 

recruit students from smaller, rural counties who thus far have been under-represented in the UPP student population. For example, UPP 

universities operating branch campuses could include information about the UPP program in their recruitment activities for those 

branches. Attention could also be paid to recruiting potential UPP students from two year colleges. Additionally, PCSAs could include 

information about the UPP program when conducting formal and informal local recruitment efforts to hire staff.   
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UPP Student Focus Groups 

Students’ Overall Comments about UPP 

Findings 

 

 Overall, students’ comments about UPP were overwhelmingly positive: 

 “I am grateful for the UPP opportunity. My coordinator did a great job, and I have a career at the end of the experience.” 

 “Extremely beneficial. UPP has a lot of good components if one is dedicated to child welfare — opportunities you would not get 

in other places.” 

 “UPP students are very well prepared to do the work of child welfare and probably any other type of social work as well.” 

 “Junior program was very valuable. I feel better prepared for the work and placement because of it.” 

 Many students also mentioned the value of them being able to attend the PCSAO Conference; 

 “PCSAO Conference allowed us to network with other agencies and service providers and also talk to counties about job oppor-

tunities.” 

 

Analysis 

 

 While the students welcomed the opportunity to share their feedback about their experience in UPP, it was apparent they were inter-

ested in the future of the program as well. Many students volunteered to speak to social work classes to recruit future UPP students 

and to talk to current UPP classes about what to expect. 

 It was also apparent many of the campus coordinators took the feedback of the students to heart and made plans to address concerns 

or issues brought up by the students (if it was in their power to do so). 

 Finally, another benefit of the CW 1 and 2 classes is that many social workers who may never work in child welfare have in-depth 

knowledge about child welfare that will help them in their careers and in their interactions with child welfare agencies and clients 
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Points of Action 

UPP  

Database 

Data on all students who apply or are admitted into the UPP should be entered into 

the database to ensure accurate data reporting and record keeping. 

Course 

Analysis 

Efforts should be made to continue to implement Caseworker Core revisions into the 

child welfare Courses, specifically: 

 Incorporate all recommended readings. 

 Incorporate recommended assignments. 

 Develop a plan to ensure all UPP students attend SACWIS learning labs. 

Focus 

Groups 

Action in Progress: 

 UPP coordinators are currently identifying strategies to help students complete 

learning contracts in a more relevant and useable manner. 

 UPP coordinators are currently developing guidelines on how to conduct UPP-

specific field seminars for those universities interested and able to do so. 

Recommended Action: 

 Routinely review recruitment strategies to ensure all social work students have 

the information necessary to pursue UPP if so desired. 

 Target recruitment strategies and materials to highlight the many reasons UPP 

students pursued the program. 

 Adopt a standardized application process to include screening and interviewing 

processes that occur one semester prior to the UPP placement beginning.  

 Consider future research to determine if UPP students are hired into the same 

type of unit in which they completed their field experience.  

 Provide individualized training on how to use the learning contract as a tool to 

support learning for field supervisors.  

 Develop a model field experience program to support agency field supervisors 

and interns placed there.  

 Recruit students from smaller, more rural counties to increase the likelihood that 

there will be students seeking employment in such counties.  


